is the paper makes assumptions that are not supported by the data. (Lennox, et al., 2007) . The recruitment through parents from Inlandet Hospital Trust is biaseed towards parents of children with challenging behaviour. Not all children with intellectual disabilities have challenging behaviour. The asuthors should change the title into:"".. children with ID and challenging behaviour."" OR interview also other parents. Apart from that: a group of nine parents representing seven (!) children remains very small. The satisfaction in results may be related to the selection of parents (see above)
REVIEWER
The description of the interview guide/keywords under""Setting"" needs to be more explicited. The two main questions are very wide. How was this dealt with in relation to the keywords of the interview guide? What I miss is any mentioning of the health needs of the child and/or the family. Tables has a number and/or a title. This should be added. In the Discussion section I find the first mentioning of ""regular health checks"" (page 15, line 43 
RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS In the Results section, none of the

GENERAL COMMENTS
To my eyes, the paper needs rewriting on the above mentioned points and then could contribute towards our knowledge and expertise re an underserved and vulnerable group.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Point-by-point response to the concerns of the reviewers:
First of all I would like to thank the reviewers for valuable comments on this paper. The comments have been important for this paper to clarify and present this research in a scientific manner.
Title:
Reviewer 2: The authors should change the title into:"".. children with ID and challenging behaviour."" OR interview also other parents.
Answer: Reviewer 2 suggests a change in the title, and we find this in line with the content of the study and this paper.
Background:
Reviewer 1: Perhaps ongoing community treatment is one issue but not stated why, given the sample, the authors have chosen to explore it.
Answer: The selection of participants is better described in the methods section, and is biased due to descriptions in the limitations.
Reviewer 2: It would help a lot if there was any sense of what should be the responsibility of the general practitoners towards families of children with ID. Either in the introduction, or based on the results, as a reflection in the Discussion.
Answer: In the background section we have added a description of the role, relationship and possibilities the general practitioners have towards these children. We have also described what should be the responsibility.
Reviewer 2: The literature is biased towards mental health issues. There are other-more physicalspecial health needs as well. I wonder how the writers would think about their results if they had found the manuscript by Kwok et al. (Kwok & Cheung, 2007) I also miss references to UK and AU work on the issue of people with ID in generaLpractice such as (Cooper, et al., 2006 ) (Felce, et al., 2008 ) (Lennox, et al., 2007 .
Answer: This is a valuable comment, and we have added the references suggested by reviewer 2 to better describe the total health needs of these children, and to reduce the bias towards mental health issues.
Methods:
Reviewer 1: The population is not clearly described.
Answer: The population is now better described in the methods section, under "participants".
Reviewer 1: CONSORT based presentation would not be appropriate but the authors have presented table and diagrammatic information of the interviews and participant characteristics.
Answer: Reviewer 1 has concerns to the table and diagrammatic information. We share this concern, and present another table without quantitative data, but with information that is suited to clarify the sample.
Reviewer 2: The description of the interview guide/keywords under ""Setting"" needs to be more explicited. The two main questions are very wide. How was this dealt with in relation to the keywords of the interview guide? What I miss is any mentioning of the health needs of the child and/or the family.
